




















 

DOCUMENTATION SUPPORTING A FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT 
IMPACT FOR THE PROPOSED REPLACEMENT OF THE M-85 

(FORT STREET) BASCULE BRIDGE IN THE CITY OF DETROIT, 
WAYNE COUNTY, MICHIGAN 

 
(C.S. 82071, J.N. 54049) 

 
SECTION 1 
 
PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
1.1 Public Involvement 
 
An Environmental Assessment/Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation (EA/4(f)) for the proposed 
replacement of the M-85 (Fort Street) bascule bridge in the city of Detroit, Wayne County, 
Michigan was approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on November 10, 
2004. Legal notices announcing the public hearing and availability of the Environmental 
Assessment were placed in the Wednesday, December 22, 2004 Detroit Zone issues of the 
Detroit News and Detroit Free Press, the Sunday, December 26, 2004 issue of the News Herald 
North Zone, and the Saturday, December 25, 2004 issue of the Latino Press. A total of 33 people 
attended the public hearing that was held January 11, 2005 at the Kemeny Center in Detroit, 
Michigan. The hearing was held in accordance with Federal and State Public Involvement/Public 
Hearing Procedures. The public comment/hearing requirements have been met as certified by the 
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) Public Hearings Officer. A copy of the 
certification letter is included in Appendix A. 
 
1.2 Project Description and Alternatives 
 
Alternatives presented in the EA/4(f):  
 

A. Replacement on Existing Alignment 
B. Replacement on a 13° Skewed Alignment (Preferred) 
C. Replacement on a 5° Skewed Alignment 
D. Rehabilitation of the Existing Bascule Bridge 
E. Building on a New Location without Removing the Existing Bridge 
F. Relocation of the Bridge to a New Site 

 
MDOT recommends that the bridge be replaced on a 13° skewed alignment. Alternative B was 
selected because it would correct deficiencies of the bascule bridge and improve the Fort 
Street/Oakwood Boulevard intersection. Realignment of the intersection would improve traffic 
flow and lane identification. Of the three southbound lanes, the left and middle lane would be 
exclusive Fort Street lanes and the right lane would be an exclusive Oakwood Boulevard lane.    
Alternative C was the only other alternative that would correct the Fort Street/Oakwood 
Boulevard intersection. Alternative C was eliminated because it would jeopardize motorist safety 
and reduce traffic capacity.  
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Building on a 13° skew also allows for the retention of the operator’s house and related 
abutment structure, thereby providing an opportunity to mitigate the adverse impacts to the 
historic bridge. Mitigation measures include preservation of the operator’s house and the 
development of an interpretive site. The MOA, provided in Appendix B, further describes the 
proposed mitigation measures.  
 
1.3  Corrections and Clarifications to the Environmental Assessment 
 

1. Page 29, Section 2.14 – Water Quality, Post construction impacts, third paragraph:  The 
third sentence states that the new bridge structure will have an open grate bridge deck. 
This statement is incorrect. The type of bridge deck has not been determined. 

 
2. Page 32, Section 2.18 – Air Quality, third paragraph:  The information in the third 

paragraph should be modified to read as follows, “The project is included on the 
Southeast Michigan Council of Government (SEMCOG) 2030 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP), which is awaiting approval by the Federal Highway Administration. The 
"Preliminary Engineering," or design phase for the project, is included on the State 
Transportation Implementation Plan (STIP) and SEMCOG's Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP). The construction and right-of-way phases for the project will be 
submitted to SEMCOG for approval at a later date. The project most likely will be 
exempt from the air-quality conformity analysis because it will not add capacity.” 

 
3. Page 32, Section 2.18 – Air Quality, Mitigation measures during construction, second 

paragraph: The last sentence in the paragraph should be deleted. All permit applications 
for portable bituminous or concrete plant or crushers must be made to the Permit Section, 
Air Quality Division, of the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality. 

 
4. Page 35, Section 2.20 – Permits Required, first paragraph:  The paragraph should read, 

“MDOT is an Authorized Public Agency (APA) and will address soil erosion and 
sedimentation control in accordance with Part 91 by following its approved Soil Erosion 
Sedimentation Control Program and Standard Plan which has been approved by the 
MDEQ.” 

 
5. Page 36, Section 2.21 – Additional Measures to Minimize Impacts, Existing Vegetation, 

third paragraph:  The first sentence is incomplete; it should read, “Although some tree 
removal may be necessary, the existing natural and ornamental and vegetative cover will 
be retained wherever possible within the right-of-way.” 

 
6. Page 37, Section 3.3 – Historic 4(f) property, Ownership, last paragraph:  “Wayne 

County Road Commission” should be replaced with “Wayne County’s Department of 
Public Service.” Wayne County does not have a road commission. 

 
1.4 Project Mitigation 
 

The project mitigation summary “Green Sheet” prepared for this project is included in 
Appendix C. 
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SECTION 2 
 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
The following are summaries of letters and comments that were received as part of the public 
record and comments that were received at the public hearing. Each comment or concern has 
been addressed with a response and copies of the correspondence received from Federal and 
State agencies, as well as local agencies, are provided in Appendix D. 
 
2.1 Letters from Federal and State Agencies Regarding the EA/4(f) 
 

1. The United States Department of Homeland Security, United States Coast Guard 
reviewed the document and had no objections to the project. The Coast Guard indicated 
that the minimum clearances between the fender systems meets navigational needs and 
will not impose undue hardship on vessel traffic. 

 
 Response:  Comment noted. 
 

2. The United States Army Corps of Engineers reviewed the document and had no 
comments. However, they offered clarification regarding permit requirements for the 
bridge replacement. Since the U.S. Coast Guard will exercise their authority over the 
project under Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, the Corps will not exercise its 
Section 10 authority under the same act. The Corps will exercise its authority under 
Section 404 of the 1977 Clean Water Act. To perform a complete evaluation of impacts, 
the Corps will need plans specifically outlining all discharge footprint areas. 

 
 Response:  Comment noted. 
 

3. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation reviewed the document and stated that 
their participation to resolve adverse effects is not needed. 

 
Response:  Comment noted. 

 
4. The United States Department of the Interior reviewed the document and concurs with 

FHWA that there appears to be no feasible or prudent alternative to the proposed project. 
 

Response:  Comment noted. 
 

5. The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) reviewed the document and accepted the 
EA for the proposed replacement of the Fort Street bascule bridge. 

 
Response:  Comment of acceptance noted. 

 
6. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) reviewed the document and 

determined that there were no significant concerns meriting comment. The EPA stated 
that they reserve the right to reconsider conducting a review at future planning stages. 

 3



 

 
 Response:  Comment noted. 
 

7. The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) reviewed the document 
and offered the following comments: 

 
First Comment:  The MDEQ stated that it is unclear why both Alternative A and 
Alternative B require a two-year detour. 
 
Response:  Both alternatives would require the removal of the existing bridge before the 
replacement structure can be built. 
 
Second Comment:  MDEQ noted that, on page 29, the EA states that the new bridge will 
have an open grate bridge deck and would allow direct runoff from the bridge into the 
river. The MDEQ encouraged MDOT to evaluate alternatives to capture and treat runoff 
before it enters the river. 
 
Response:  As noted in Section 1.3 – Corrections and Clarifications to the Environmental 
Assessment, the type of bridge deck has not yet been determined. A bridge study will be 
conducted and will evaluate deck types as well as measures to address bridge runoff.  
 
Third Comment:  MDEQ stated that proper testing and disposal of contaminated 
sediments will be required, that the use of a clamshell bucket for dredging be evaluated, 
and that the permit application should indicate the method of construction if utility lines 
are located in the river. 
 
Response:  Testing and disposal of contaminated sediments will be handled as described 
in the EA under Section 2.19 – Sites of Environmental Contamination. MDOT will 
evaluate the use of a clam shell bucket for any dredging. MDOT will include any 
required utility line construction in the river as part of the permit application process.  
 
Fourth Comment:  MDEQ stated that MDOT may need to analyze the impacts of both 
structures if they are in place at the same time. 
 
Response:  The existing bridge will be removed before the new structure is constructed. 
 

2.2  Letters from Local Agencies 
 

1. The Detroit Historic District Commission reviewed the document and stated that the 
selection of Alternative B appears reasonable. The commission supports the retention of 
the operator’s tower and related bridge features as proposed and stated that the proposal 
fits well with the efforts of the Automobile National Heritage Area. 

 
Response:  Comment noted. 
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2. The Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG) reviewed the document 
and had the following comments: 

 
 First Comment:  SEMCOG indicated that the project is consistent with the Water Quality 

Management Plan for Southeast Michigan. SEMCOG offered comments similar to the 
MDEQ in stating that the design of the bridge should minimize bridge deck drainage 
directly into the Rouge River. The council recommends, to the extent possible, 
incorporating catch basins and storm drains to transport the water off the bridge and 
overland to be filtered by vegetation before being discharged into the river. 

 
 Response:  As noted in Section 1.3 – Corrections and Clarifications to the Environmental 

Assessment, the type of bridge deck has not yet been determined. A bridge study will be 
conducted and will evaluate deck types as well as measures to address bridge runoff. 

 
 Second Comment:  SEMCOG identified the need to protect the Rouge River from 

sedimentation during construction and stated that compliance with and a permit under 
Part 91 (Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control) of PA 451 of the Natural Resources and 
Environmental Protection Act may be required. 
 
Response:  MDOT is an Authorized Public Agency (APA) and will address soil erosion 
and sedimentation control in accordance with Part 91 by following its approved Soil 
Erosion Sedimentation Control Program and Standard Plan which has been approved by 
the MDEQ. 
 
Third Comment:  SEMCOG provided comments similar to the MDEQ regarding sites of 
environmental contamination, stating that the sites will be mitigated, dewatering may be 
required, and testing will occur to determine the appropriate form of disposal. 
 
Response:  Testing and disposal of contaminated sediments will be handled as described 
in the EA under Section 2.19 – Sites of Environmental Contamination. 
 
Fourth Comment:  SEMCOG indicated that although the project is listed in the State TIP, 
it does not appear in the Regional TIP. Because the State TIP must reflect the Regional 
TIP, SEMCOG requested that the statement in the EA regarding the project being in the 
State TIP be reviewed.  
 
Response:  New text for the paragraph addressing the State TIP is expanded and clarified 
above in 1.3 – Corrections and Clarifications to the Environmental Assessment. 
 
Fifth Comment:  SEMCOG stated that the project would likely be exempt from air 
quality conformity analysis because it does not add capacity and that the area is non-
attainment for carbon monoxide and particulate matter. 
 
Response:  Comment noted. 
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Sixth Comment:  SEMCOG pointed out that the EA states that the Wayne County Road 
Commission performs routine maintenance. However, Wayne County does not have a 
road commission and such functions are served by Wayne County’s Department of 
Public Service. 
 
Response:  The correction was made in Section 1.3 – Corrections and Clarifications to 
the Environmental Assessment. 
 
Seventh Comment:  The EA stipulates that MDOT will coordinate with the Detroit 
Department of Transportation and other transit providers to accommodate users. 
SEMCOG indicates that the Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation 
(SMART) also services this area (routes 125 and 150). 
 
Response:  MDOT will also coordinate with SMART to maintain bus service to users 
affected by the project. 
 

3. The City of Detroit Planning & Development Department reviewed the document and 
supports the project. 

 
Response:  Comment noted. 
 

4. The Southwest Detroit Environmental Vision (SDEV) reviewed the document and had 
the following comments: 

 
 First Comment:  The SDEV is concerned about Morton Salt Company’s loss of property.  
 
 Response:  MDOT will pay just compensation for property required for transportation 

purposes. “Just compensation” is the payment of “fair market value” for the property 
rights acquired plus allowable damages to any remaining property. 
 
Second Comment:  The SDEV is concerned that businesses located on Oakwood 
Boulevard would suffer economic losses as a result of the detour. (This concern also was 
voiced by several citizens at the public hearing.) The SDEV stated that there should be 
temporary signs placed at detours and a permanent sign listing places to eat, and perhaps 
other businesses, be placed at the new bridge at the right turn onto Oakwood Boulevard. 
 
Response:  MDOT will provide signs indicating that business on Oakwood Boulevard are 
open during construction. Alternative B does not preclude the placement of a sign listing 
Oakwood businesses near the new the Oakwood Boulevard/Fort Street intersection. The 
community may erect a sign or the possibility of partnering with MDOT to install a new 
sign may exist. Such a sign must meet certain guidelines and the community would need 
to assume responsibility for maintenance. 
 
Third Comment:  The SDEV prefers that the construction headquarters be placed on the 
west side of the bridge where all the eating establishments are located to replace some of 
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their lost business due to the detour. (At the public hearing, several business owners also 
expressed a desire to locate the staging area on the west side of the bridge.) 
 
Response:  MDOT cannot dictate the location of staging for the project; staging may be 
needed on both sides of the bridge. Regardless of the staging location, the eating 
establishments on Oakwood Boulevard would be the nearest place for the construction 
crew to obtain meals. 
 
Fourth Comment:  The SDEV is pleased that the bridge design will be consistent with 
any future bike/pedestrian route connecting with the Rouge River. 
 
Response:  Comment noted. 
 
Fifth Comment:  The SDEV commented on the presence of waterfowl and other wildlife 
along the old oxbow of the Rouge River, about five blocks from the bridge. SDEV urged 
MDOT to limit activities that might harm the restoration of the river that is now slowly 
taking place. 
 
Response:  To protect water quality, strict soil erosion and sedimentation controls will be 
implemented on this project. In addition, no work will be allowed in the Rouge River 
between March 1 and May 31 to protect fish spawning activity and to protect larval fish 
development.  
 
Sixth Comment:  SDEV appreciates MDOT’s plan to provide funding to the city of 
Detroit to address emergency response during the detour. In his written comment, the 
South Schaefer Neighborhood City Hall manager asked how emergency services would 
be handled during the detour 
 
Response:  As stated in the EA, MDOT will provide funding to the city to address 
emergency response needs on both sides of the bridge during the detour. 
 
Seventh Comment:  SDEV strongly encourages MDOT to retain the operator’s tower “to 
help us remember our past through its presence.” 
 
Response:  Comment noted. 
 

5. The Dearborn Fire Department stated that it has no significant issues with the proposed 
bridge replacement. 

 
 Response:  Comment noted. 
 
2.3 Comments Received at the Public Hearing 
 

The Michigan Department of Transportation received comments from 11 individuals at 
the public hearing that was held at the Kemeny Center in Detroit, Michigan.  
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1. Several business owners who require access to the shipping channel expressed concerns 
about potential closures to the channel and the necessity of receiving adequate notice if 
closures are necessary. 

 
 Response:  The United States Coast Guard requires that access to the shipping channel be 

maintained during construction. The bridge consultant will include a special provision in 
the contract that outlines standard procedures for requesting temporary closures and 
includes methods for notifying the shipping community.  

 
2. A citizen indicated that something will need to be done to reach senior citizens about the 

detour. 
 Response:  A community meeting will be held prior to construction to provide more 

detailed information about the detour and other project information. The meeting will 
provide an opportunity to discuss ways to notify senior citizens about any modifications 
to the bus routes during the detour. 

 
3. A business owner indicated support for his company being HUB (Historically 

Underutilized Business) zone certified. He requested that someone investigate the HUB 
program for adoption at the state level and at MDOT. 

 
Response:  Establishing a HUB is outside the scope of this project but the Federal 
administers a Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) program for transportation 
projects.   

 
4. A citizen asked about what routes the buses would take during the detour so people 

could continue to use the buses to ride to school, work, entertainment, and other things. 
In his written comment, the South Schaefer Neighborhood City Hall manager also raised 
a question about bus service during the bridge closure. 

 
Response:  Bus service for area residents will be maintained on local roads during 
construction. MDOT will coordinate with the Detroit Department of Transportation 
(DDOT), Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation (SMART), local 
schools, and other transit providers to accommodate users. 
 

5. A business owner inquired as to whether or not alternate ideas for placement of the 
bridge have been considered. 

 
 Response:  The EA evaluated seven different alternatives. 
 
6. A business owner asked how fair market value would be calculated for property 

acquisition and how much notice would be given. 
 

Response:  MDOT will pay just compensation for fee purchase or easement use of 
property required for transportation purposes. Just compensation is defined as the 
payment of fair market value for the property rights acquired plus allowable damages to 
any remaining property. Fair market value is defined as the highest price estimated, in 
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terms of money, the property would bring if offered for sale on the open market by a 
willing seller, with a reasonable time allowed to find a purchaser, buying with the 
knowledge of all the uses to which it is adapted and for which it is capable of being used. 
MDOT will advise property owners of the need for their property well in advance of 
actual negotiations. Further details about property acquisition can be obtained from 
MDOT in a publication entitled Public Roads & Private Property. Contact the Michigan 
Department of Transportation, Real Estate Support Area, P.O. Box 30050, Lansing, 
Michigan, 48909 or phone 517-373-2200. 
 

7. State Representative Tobocman, as well as several citizens, expressed concerns about the 
excess property that will exist on the west side of the bridge once the project is complete. 
A suggestion was made to transfer the property to the city of Detroit and to work with 
the Southwest Detroit Business Association, the University of Dearborn, and nonprofit 
organizations in southwest Detroit who are designing the greenway. Representative 
Tobocman reiterated his concern in a letter to MDOT. Another individual suggested that 
MDOT look at what the Kemeny Recreation Center has already done to design green 
space along the Rouge River and to include this group in meetings to have input before 
decisions are made. The group has already written and submitted a grant to start a 
boardwalk bike path that links to the Fort Street bridge. 
 

Response:  Use of the property on the west side of the bridge has not been determined. 
MDOT will retain all excess property until after the project is complete. Whether the 
property is retained by MDOT or sold, the department will coordinate with local groups 
to ensure that the excess property is compatible with local greenways initiatives. The 
bridge replacement project does not preclude greenway use or development of the 
property on the west end of the existing bridge.  
 

8. A concern was raised that more attention has been given to developing the east side of 
the bridge, specifically the proposed interpretive site, than on the west end of the bridge. 

 
Response:  MDOT’s efforts on the east side of the bridge have been more evident 
because this location represents a logical area to meet our obligations for adverse 
impacts to the historic bridge. The area of existing right-of-way on the east side of the 
bridge includes the operator’s house, the focal point of the proposed interpretive site. 
The operator’s house is also near Miller Road, the location of a significant historical 
event associated with the bridge that will be a key theme of the interpretive site.  

 
9. A citizen asked if a truck traffic study had been done and expressed concern about 

increased truck traffic on other roads during the detour. 
 

Response:  A traffic study, which included the percentage of truck traffic, was conducted 
to evaluate current and future traffic levels. The existing and future Level of Service 
(LOS) for the current and future traffic conditions is Level A, the best rating. The bridge 
replacement project is not capacity related and no significant traffic increases are 
anticipated on other roads during the detour. 
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10. Several residents were concerned about how increased truck traffic would affect the 
community. One individual asked how increased truck traffic would impact air quality 
and efforts to clean up the Rouge River. 

 
Response:  As stated in the previous response, significant traffic increases are not 
anticipated as a result of the proposed bridge replacement. Changes in air quality are not 
expected.  
 

11. A citizen asked if the state is going to start marking specific lanes for turning coming off 
of Fort Street – off Schaefer on I-75 south. 

 
 Response:  The area in question is outside the project limits. 

12. A citizen expressed concern about truck traffic exiting I-75 north on Schafer causing 
dangerous traffic situations. 

 
Response:  The area in question is outside the project limits. 

 
13. State Representative Tobocman expressed disappointment that other sections of Fort 

Street are not scheduled for replacement and specifically mentioned the railroad bridge. 
Representative Tobocman emphasized that expediting the rest of M-85 construction near 
the bridge to coincide with the bridge project would minimize the impact to the local 
economy and residents. Representative Tobocman reiterated his concerns in a letter to 
MDOT. 

 
Response:  A jurisdictional transfer of Fort Street (M-85) from the city of Detroit to 
MDOT was made in 2001. MDOT is currently prioritizing improvements to the Fort 
Street corridor.  
 

14. A representative for the asphalt terminal indicated that their property is part of the right-
of-way take area and that it includes the ingress-egress for truck access to their facility. 
They are concerned about a potential deceleration lane so trucks do not stick out into the 
road and about widening the ingress-egress to make it safe and accessible. 

 
Response:  MDOT will provide a new driveway off the reconstructed alignment. 
 

15. A representative for the asphalt terminal on the river indicated the need to maintain 
access to Oakwood Boulevard during construction. Currently, empty trucks come to the 
terminal via the Fort Street [railroad] bridge but cannot return by the same route after 
they are loaded because of weight restrictions. The representative wants assurance that 
access to Oakwood Boulevard will be available during construction so that the trucks 
will not be landlocked. 

 
Response:  Access to Oakwood Boulevard will be maintained during construction. 
 

16. A representative for the asphalt terminal stated that it is critical to maintain the ingress-
egress drive. The drive is critical for barge security because access to the river is 

 10



 

necessary any time they are doing barges. The terminal representative would like 
assurance that adequate access to that back facility would be maintained. 

 
Response:  MDOT will coordinate with the appropriate asphalt terminal staff to assure 
adequate access to the ingress-egress drive.  

 
17. A representative for the asphalt terminal indicated that their engineering staff needs to 

review the preliminary drawings when they are complete. They want to be involved in 
the early stages of the project so the project can keep moving along and so they can get a 
good review of it to make sure everything works. 

 
Response:  MDOT will communicate with staff of the asphalt terminal as plans for the 
proposed bridge replacement are developed. 
 

18. A representative for the asphalt terminal indicated concerns about security while barges 
are unloading and stated that the barges must not be impeded in any way.  

 
Response:  Although the responsibility of securing property rests with the owner, MDOT 
will maintain communication with the asphalt terminal business to obtain more clarity 
about security issues. The actual distances from the new bridge to the barges will be 
determined once the project is further along in design. 
 

19. A citizen indicated a concern that, during the detour, an excessive amount of trucks that 
are legal will be stopped to be checked causing tie-ups. (Dearborn, Melvindale, River 
Rouge, and Ecorse all have local weight enforcement officers.) Currently truck traffic 
goes right down Oakwood right onto the expressway [I-75] and there is not too much of 
a problem. 

 
Response:  The main detour will be I-75. Truck traffic must observe local weight 
restrictions. 
 

20. A Morton Salt Company representative stated that the salt storage facility would be 
greatly impacted by the proposed bridge replacement. The project will affect the 
company’s storage capacity and traffic flow. The freighters that unload the salt onto 
Morton Salt Company’s property will not be able to reach as far upstream because they 
will be restricted by the location of the new bridge. The restrictions on the freighters’ 
ability to unload to the designated storage area reduce the company’s ability to hold 
large quantities of inventory. Morton Salt Company indicated a desire to work together 
with MDOT to achieve a resolution. 

 
Response:  MDOT will coordinate with Morton Salt Company to address their concerns 
about reductions in storage capacity, impacts to traffic flow, and issues related to the 
unloading of freighters. Morton Salt Company will receive just compensation for 
property required for transportation purposes as explained earlier in this document. 
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2.4 Written Comments:  State Representative and Neighborhood City Hall Manager 
 

Representative Tobocman sent a letter to MDOT reiterating the concerns he expressed at 
the public hearing. Responses to Representative Tobocman’s comments are addressed in 
Section 2.3 - Comments Received at the Public Hearing (#7 and #13).  
 
The South Schaefer Neighborhood City Hall manager provided written comments at the 
public hearing regarding bus transit and emergency services during the detour. The city 
hall manager’s question about bus transit is addressed in Section 2.3 - Comments 
Received at the Public Hearing (#4). His question about emergency services is addressed 
in 2.2 – Letters from Local Agencies (#4). 
 
Copies of the written comments are provided in Appendix E. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Public Involvement Certification Letter 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Memorandum of Agreement between the Federal Highway Administration 
and the Michigan State Historic Preservation Office regarding the 

Replacement of the M-85 / Fort Street Bascule Bridge 
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APPENDIX C 
 

Project Mitigation “Green Sheet” 
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C. S.  82071                      March 2005 
   J. N.  54049    
 
 

Environmental Assessment 
Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation 

 
M-85 (Fort Street) Bascule Bridge Replacement 

Over the Rouge River in the City of Detroit 
Wayne County, Michigan 

 
Project Mitigation Summary “Green Sheet” 

For the Recommended Alternative
     
  
I. Social and Economic Environment 
 

a. Emergency Service Access – This project would require a two year detour route 
and MDOT has been coordinating with the city of Detroit. As part of the 
coordination effort, MDOT proposes to provide funding to hire additional police 
officers to respond to emergencies on both sides of the bridge during the time the 
detour is in effect. MDOT will also coordinate with the Detroit Department of 
Transportation and Detroit School District regarding route changes during project 
construction.  

 
b. Public Transportation – During construction, bus service for area residents will 

be maintained on local roads. MDOT will coordinate with the Detroit Department 
of Transportation (DDOT) and other transit providers to accommodate users. 

  
c. Pedestrian/Bicyclists – During construction, non-motorized users will have to use 

the Dix Avenue Bridge located three-quarters of a mile northwest of Fort Street to 
cross the Rouge River. The new Fort Street bridge will accommodate both 
pedestrians and bicyclists on 8 foot wide sidewalks on both sides of the structure.  
The sidewalks will be separated from vehicle traffic by a barrier. This project is 
compatible with the Rouge River Gateway Master Plan which proposes a public 
multi-modal pathway for the entire length of the gateway. 

  
d. Aesthetic/Visual – The project will provide improved visual quality through 

architecturally appropriate bridge design as well as the development of an 
interpretive site in accordance with the Memorandum of Agreement between 
MDOT, FHWA and the State Historic Preservation Office. 
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II. Natural Environment 
 

a. River Crossing – The new bascule bridge will increase the existing 118 foot 
navigation channel to at least 135 feet to meet current U.S. Coast Guard 
requirements.  Since a detour route will be used, the existing bridge will be closed 
to vehicle traffic but open for navigation during the construction of the new 
bascule bridge.     

  
b. Floodplains – Mitigation will include removal of the existing south abutment and 

approach road. 
  
c. Water Quality – Strict soil erosion and sedimentation controls will be 

implemented on this project. Any catch basin inlets will be protected. 
 
III. Cultural Environment (Memorandum of Agreement Mitigation) 
 

a. Historic Bridge – The MDOT Environmental Section will coordinate a complete 
photo, video,  and archival documentation prior to the removal of the existing 
historic bridge and construction of the new bridge. 

  
b. Historic Landmark – All efforts will be made to save the existing bascule bridge               

operator’s house and incorporate it into an interpretive site within MDOT right of 
way adjacent to the existing M-85 structure. The historical marker on the existing 
bridge will also be relocated to the interpretive site. The site would explain the 
historic nature of the bridge as well as the development of the local labor 
movement, local transportation development, and regional ethnicity, among other 
potential themes. 

  
c. Consultation – The SHPO will be consulted through the design phase and will 

review and comment on the bridge design.   
 

IV. Hazardous/Contaminated Materials 
 

a. Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) – A PSI was conducted and both soil and 
groundwater samples were found to exceed the groundwater-surface water      
interface protection criteria and/or direct contact criteria. All areas of      
contamination will be marked on the design plans. 

  
b. Contaminated Soil (PSI) – The soil on the west side of the bridge where the 

pavement will be removed will be tested for contamination. Any contaminated 
soil that must be disposed of off-site will be tested and transported to a proper 
facility that will accept these wastes. Contaminated soils that are excavated during 
construction activities shall not be relocated to a different area within the 
construction site. 
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c. Dewatering Operations – Pumped water will not be discharged into storm drains 
or surface water discharge points without testing and/or treatment.  

  
d. River Sediment Contamination – Rouge River bottom sediments will be       

excavated for construction of the new bridge piers and electrical cable installation.  
Additional sediment testing will occur prior to construction to determine the 
proper disposal methods to be used. 

      
e. Utility Trenching – A sub-surface utility plan will be prepared to ensure that no 

deep utility cuts will impact any contaminated areas. Any utility cuts in 
contaminated areas will be reviewed to ensure proper excavation and backfill 
methods. 

  
f. Contamination Exposure – A Worker Health and Safety Plan will be prepared 

prior to construction to reduce dermal exposure and address direct contact issues. 
 
V. Construction 
 

a. Construction Access Pads or Work Areas – No stone access pads in the river are 
expected to be required. The temporary use of a barge in the river may be required 
for construction of the new bridge or removal of the existing bridge. Navigation 
will be maintained during construction and this project will comply with all 
navigation requirements of the U.S. Coast Guard.   

  
b. Construction Permits – Permits from the MDEQ, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,       

and the U.S. Coast Guard are required for this project. 
  
c. Time Restrictions – Based on the most current available data, no work in the 

Rouge River will be allowed between March 1 and May 31 to protect fish 
spawning activity. Work may occur within cofferdams if they are installed prior 
to the protection date. 

  
d. Existing Utility Tunnels – Care will be taken to protect the existing brick utility 

tunnels under the existing structure during removal operations. 
 
e. Noise and Vibration – Construction noise will be minimized by measures such as 

requiring that construction equipment have mufflers, that portable compressors 
meet federal noise-level standards for that equipment, and that all portable 
equipment be placed away from or shielded from sensitive noise receptors. Where 
pavement must be fractured or structures must be removed, care will be taken to 
prevent vibration damage to adjacent structures. In areas where construction-
related vibration is anticipated, basement surveys will be conducted before 
construction begins to document any damage caused by highway construction. 

 
This Project Mitigation Summary “Green Sheet” contains project specific mitigation 
measures being considered at this time. These mitigation items may be modified 
during the final design, right-of-way acquisition, or construction phases of this 
project. 
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APPENDIX D 
 

Letters from Federal, State, and Local Agencies 
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APPENDIX E 
 

Written Comments: 
State Representative and Neighborhood City Hall Manager  
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